Housing policy can influence child outcomes through its impact on various dimensions of housing and neighbourhood quality. Housing quality dimensions include space, indoor air quality, presence or absence of moulds and other allergens that can trigger asthma,1 and presence or absence of hazards that can increase the risk of accidents, for example. Housing quality may indirectly affect child development through its impact on child and parental health and on human relationships, or more directly through its impact on the availability of private space for children and adults and adequate study space for school children. Housing quality may be improved by providing social housing, rent subsidies, or housing vouchers for households that cannot afford a minimum standard of housing, or by encouraging somewhat more well-off households to invest in owneroccupied housing. Housing policy can also affect residential mobility, another aspect of housing that affects children. Residential mobility decreases with home ownership ( Canadian governments have partially addressed housing inadequacy issues by providing housing assistance for some households in core housing needs.3 The benefits of this assistance are not only realized through improvements in housing quality, but also through increased post-housing left-over resources to attend to other family needs which themselves may contribute to child development. Moreover, housing subsidies are also associated with slightly greater residential stability as indicated in the data used for this research. However, the decade of the 1990s was marked by a pressing concern for managing the public debt, and funding for assisted housing was consequently reduced. In this paper, we use Cycles 1 to 3 of the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth (NLSCY) to examine whether and why living in subsidized or owner-occupied housing might improve pre-schoolers' and school-age children's development outcomes.6 In particular, we examine whether housing subsidies, home ownership, housing quality, length of residence, and neighbourhood quality affect child outcomes. Housing quality measures include whether the home requires major repairs and whether the household is under-housed.7 Neighbourhood quality is based on a subjective assessment of neighbourhood quality by the respondent parent. Child outcomes include results for math and reading tests administered to children in grades 2 and higher, and behavioural and emotional scores tallied from ordinal responses on a series of questions about the respondent parent's assessment of the child's behaviour for children ages 4 to 11. Some research has been done with Canadian data that demonstrates a positive association between housing quality and child emotional outcomes (Gifford 2003) , and also looks at the relationship between home ownership and child emotional and behavioural outcomes (Boyle 2002 ). However, no research using the NLSCY, that we know of, has looked at whether and why living in social or owner-occupied housing might improve children's cognitive outcomes or at whether social housing might improve or worsen child emotional and behavioural outcomes. Aaronson (2000) finds that the positive home-ownership effect on school attainment is largely explained by homeowners' increased residential stability. He also finds a positive home equity effect: the measured impact of home ownership declines after controlling for home equity, which itself positively predicts school attainment.
Measuring home-ownership (or subsidy) impacts on child outcomes using observational data is a difficult task, however, considering the potential for selection bias. Selection bias would occur in this context if factors that affect both selection into housing type (owner-occupied or subsidized) and child outcomes are unobserved and cannot be controlled for. Selection bias results in biased estimates of the impact of explanatory variables. For example, highly motivated parents, preferring upward social mobility to leisure, might be more inclined to invest both in housing and their children's education. The unobserved investment in the children's education would be correlated with both child cognitive outcomes and home ownership, and its omission from an estimation equation for home ownership impacts would result in over-estimates of the positive impacts of home ownership on child cognitive outcomes. Similarly, if families who get into social housing are disadvantaged in unobserved ways that affect child outcomes, compared to other eligible families who don't, then this unobserved disadvantage will result in an under-estimate of the positive impacts of social housing on child outcomes, or in over-estimates of its negative impacts. While this latter example suggests that families who get into social housing may be disadvantaged in unobserved ways, the opposite is also possible as getting into social housing may be easier for people with special skills in navigating government bureaucracies. Such skills could be associated with better child cognitive or behavioural outcomes. The direction of the bias for housing subsidies, if any, is therefore ambiguous from a theoretical point of view, as both unobserved disadvantage and special skills could affect selection into social housing.
Subsidized Housing and Neighbourhoods: The Moving to Opportunity Experiment
Much of the recent US public or subsidized housing research has been focusing on determining the impact of neighbourhoods on child and family outcomes. Better neighbourhoods are thought to improve children's chances because of improved peer influences, better schools, and the availability of supervised after-school activities (Orr et al. 2003) . The interest in this issue began some decades ago with the Gautreaux case. A class action housing segregation lawsuit was brought against the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) under the name of Dorothy Gautreaux in 1966. After ten years of litigation, the US Supreme Court found that HUD had discriminated against black tenants by concentrating them in large housing developments in poor, black neighbourhoods. The courts ordered a racial desegregation program for around 7,100 black families. These families were offered portable housing vouchers as an alternative to their existing public housing. Families using the vouchers were required to move to either predominantly white or racially desegregated neighbourhoods (Goering, More generally, the research reviewed as part of this study suggests that higher-quality housing and neighbourhoods may have a positive but limited impact on children's cognitive development, and a stronger positive impact on child behaviour.8 Further, findings from the MTO experiment suggest that moving to better neighbourhoods benefits girls but has an adverse impact on boys.
DATA DESCRIPTION
The study uses Cycles 1 to 3 of the NLSCY for the analysis. The NLSCY is a longitudinal survey of Canadian children that follows them from birth to early adulthood. It was designed to collect information about factors influencing a child's social, emotional, and behavioural development, and to monitor the impact of these factors on the child's development over time. The survey also includes information on children's health and cognitive development, on family demographic characteristics, friends, neighbourhoods, social support, parenting, and on parental health measures. The survey is repeated every two years. Cycle 1 of the survey was conducted in 1994-95 and included children aged 0 to 11. New cohorts of children aged 0 to 1 were added at Cycles 2 and 3. At Cycle 3, the sample included two longitudinal cohorts, each originating from one of the previous cycles. We use the first cohort of longitudinal children who were 4 years of age or older in any of Cycles 1 to 3. Table 1 Child cognitive scores (raw scores) were standardized by the child's age and cycle.14 Child behavioural scores were standardized by the child's age, gender, and cycle. As expected, Table 2 indicates that children in owner-occupied housing do better on average on all outcome measures than children in other groups, and that children in subsidized housing do worse on average on all outcome measures than other children. These findings correlate with socio-economic status as reflected in the highest household incomes and parental education for children in owner-occupied housing and the lowest for children in subsidized housing.
Ninety-three percent of children live in homes that do not require major repairs, according to respondent parents. Children in social housing are much less likely than their counterparts in other rental housing to live in homes requiring major repairs or to be under-housed.
Clearly, housing subsidies are associated with improved housing conditions. Housing mobility is lower for those in owneroccupied housing, and those in subsidized housing have lower mobility than all renters and than eligible but not subsidized renters. Being subsidized decreases the likelihood of a move as it is often likely to mean loss of subsidy and therefore lowerquality housing, unless the family has experienced an increase in income.
Parents were much more likely to rate their neighbourhood badly if they were renters and even more so if they were subsidized. The incidence of poor or very poor neighbourhood was six times higher for children in unassisted rental housing than for children in owner-occupied housing, and was 13 times higher for children in subsidized housing than for children in owner-occupied housing. So, while children in social housing live in less run down, larger homes, and are less likely to move than children of non-subsidized renters, they tend to live in neighbourhoods considered less desirable by their parents. Poor neighbourhood quality may well offset the other benefits of social housing and may encourage participants to move out of projects prematurely, thus reducing potential positive impacts of longer length of residence and housing quality. 
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Children of homeowners live in larger families than children of renters, although children in subsidized households live in the largest families. Since selection into social housing is on the basis of need, larger families with the lowest incomes are more likely to be selected into social housing.
Children of homeowners fare better in terms of their exposure to parental depression, family dysfunction, and measures of punitive parenting such as hitting and yelling. By far the largest difference by group in these measures is in the adult respondent depression scores. Children in subsidized housing are also six times more likely to have a mother (or single parent) in poor health than children in owner-occupied housing. Again, parental health is likely to affect selection into social housing.
The NLSCY data includes more comprehensive measures of parenting (scores), tallied from a series of reported behaviours from parents to children, than the ones included in Table 2 . Burton, Phipps and Curtis (2002) use the NLSCY and find that parenting measures may be endogenous to child behaviour, and Dooley and Stewart (forthcoming), who also use the NLSCY, find that parenting style as reported by the parent is strongly related to parental reports of child behavioural outcomes. Because of concerns over endogeneity of parenting scores in the NLSCY, we limit our parenting behaviour controls to objective measures such as hitting (at all) and yelling (frequently) that can be attributed to a parent's choice or style of discipline.
To summarize, Table 2 highlights the fact that children of renters live in less privileged homes than children of homeowners. Children of subsidized renters are even less privileged than children of nonsubsidized renters in terms of income adequacy, parental health, depression, family dysfunction, parenting, and neighbourhood quality, but fare better in terms of housing quality.
ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY
The effect of home ownership and housing subsidies is studied using different samples. To estimate the impact of home ownership, the full sample of observations on the dependent variable is used, with renters forming the reference category for these estimates. To estimate the impact of housing subsidies, only the observations on the dependent variables for children in households eligible for a subsidy and children in households receiving subsidies are used, with eligible but unsubsidized renters forming the reference category for these estimates. As noted earlier, households are treated as eligible if the shelter portion of the market-basket measure for that household is 30 percent or larger than the household's income.
Two types of estimation methods are used. The first uses a general estimating equation (GEE) ap-
plicable for a sample with multiple observations on the same unit of analysis, in this case the child, and the second is an endogenous treatment model that controls for potential selection bias. The GEE equations fit population-averaged panel data models and are subsequently referred to as GEE equations or models. One of the advantages of the GEE is that it allows complex correlation structures (Hardin and Hilbe 2003). The estimating procedure allows for the use of sample weights and the modelling of correlation between observations from the same child. We allowed the correlation between different observations on the child to be "unstructured," meaning that the correlation between any cycle pair (1 and 2; 2 and 3; 1 and 3) can differ from the correlation between any other cycle pair. The procedure used is similar to the "random effects" model used by We use several measures of child outcomes as our dependent variable. The vector y measures the reading or math score, standardized by cycle and child age. Alternatively, it can measure behavioural and emotional disorder scores, standardized by cycle, child age, and child gender.
As discussed earlier, one of the potential issues with this model is the possibility for omitted variables or selection bias. For example, if the dependent variable is a measure of ability or motivation, then parental ability or motivation is not only likely to explain the dependent variable, but also to be correlated with whether a household receives a subsidy or owns a home, although in the case of housing subsidies the direction is ambiguous. Asking for and obtaining subsidized housing may require special abilities, although the selection process by the housing authority may favour those with worse life outcomes and lower ability. If parental ability and motivation are not observed and adequately controlled for in X, then home-ownership and subsidy effects are likely to capture selection effects.
Controlling for parental education, family income, depression, parenting, and family dysfunction will capture some, but may not capture all dimensions of parental ability. If that is the case, or if other variables that affect the outcome variable are correlated with any of the regressors, the estimated coefficients will be biased.
Selection-bias issues can be addressed using instrumental variables estimators if repeated measures are not available or using a fixed effect model if repeated measures are available. Instrumental variables estimators require that observable variables be found that are strongly correlated to group membership (home owners, subsidized renters) but that are not expected to affect outcome variables. We have identified such variables, although they are not available for all of the observations in the data. We estimate instrumental variables models. Fixed effect models were also estimated, but because these models rely on housing status changes to identify effects and because too few children change housing status, the results are not meaningful and are not reported. Fixed effect models will also tend to understate impacts of a treatment if the panel is short and effects of the treatment accumulate over time.
The next section presents results from the estimation equations. Tables 3 and 4 Model 1 in Table 3 shows that relative cognitive scores are 24 percent to 26 percent of a standard deviation higher for children of homeowners than for children of renters, including subsidized renters. Once non-housing-related controls are added in Model 2, this drops to 10 to 11 percent. Adding housing quality and length of residence variables in Model 3 reduces the estimate to 7 percent for math, but there is no decrease in home-ownership effects related to the control of housing quality for reading scores. Of course, it can be argued that home ownership leads to lower incidence of major repairs (as suggested by Table 2 ) and that such indirect effects also need to be considered. Haurin As the sample sizes are much smaller, few other explanatory variables have any impact in these models. Family income and parental education both are significant and important controls.
RESULTS

GEE Results
Cognitive Scores
Behavioural Scores
Estimates for behavioural scores are shown separately for boys and girls because boys and girls score significantly differently from one another on three of these measures, with boys tending to exhibit higher hyperactivity and conduct disorder scores and girls tending to exhibit higher indirect aggression scores. For the sake of brevity, tables for behavioural scores have been abbreviated to show only Model 3 estimates, and only estimates for housing variables and for variables with the most significant impacts. Behavioural scores are increasing in misbehaviour (or unhappiness for emotional disorder), so that negative coefficients indicate a positive impact and positive coefficient a negative one. Table 5A shows the results for home-ownership effects on girls' behavioural scores. Home ownership is associated with marginally better conduct disorder and indirect aggression scores for girls, but the impacts are small and insignificant for hyperactivity or emotional disorder. However, conditions associated with home ownership do have an impact. Girls do significantly worse on three of the four scores when major repairs are required, but also do slightly worse on the indirect aggression score with increased length of residence.
By far the most important explanatory factors for child behavioural outcomes are the parental depression, family dysfunction, and the hitting and yelling variables. The hitting and frequent yelling coefficients are quite large, representing impacts varying from 10 percent to 33 percent of a standard deviation, and a significant proportion of children are the recipients of these particular approaches to discipline. Child behavioural (but not cognitive) outcomes are constructed from answers to questions asked of the parent, and it is possible that these answers depend on a parent's affect as described by the depression score, and possibly the family dysfunction score.21 It is therefore important to control for parental affect as it is also correlated with home ownership or rental subsidies, according to Table 2 . However, this means that we should interpret the coefficient on parental affect variables cautiously: children's scores may be worse because parents feel worse about everything, rather than because a parent's depression causes a child's. Notes: Estimates also control for province, rural dwelling, size of urban area, parental education, family income and demographics, and child and mother health. "N" represents the number of observations and "n" represents the number of children. Notes: Estimates also control for province, rural dwelling, size of urban area, parental education, family income and demographics, and child and mother health. "N" represents the number of observations and "n" represents the number of children.
hyperactivity and conduct disorder when they are under-housed, and they score worse on all measures with shorter length of residence. Table 6A shows the results for rental subsidy effects on behavioural scores for girls. Rental subsidy coefficients other than for the indirect aggression scores are positive, indicating worse outcomes, but only the coefficient on the emotional disorder score is large enough to be statistically significant. Major repairs required is associated with significantly worse scores for all measures except indirect aggression. Length of residence coefficients are generally relatively large and negative, except for indirect aggression, but they are not statistically significant. Table 6B 
Models with a Neighbourhood Quality Variable
We estimated models using Cycle 1 and Cycle 3 observations that include a subjective measure of neighbourhood quality as an explanatory variable. NLSCY respondents in Cycles 1 and 3 were asked "How do you feel about your neighbourhood as a place to bring up children?" and could rate the neighbourhood from "excellent" to "very poor." We created a "poor neighbourhood" quality indicator variable equal to one if the answer was "poor" or "very poor." As Notes: Estimates also control for province, rural dwelling, size of urban area, parental education, family income and demographics, and child and mother health. "N" represents the number of observations and "n" represents the number of children. Notes: Estimates also control for province, rural dwelling, size of urban area, parental education, family income and demographics, and child and mother health. "N" represents the number of observations and "n" represents the number of children.
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parents rated their neighbourhood as poor, although 13 percent of those in assisted housing did, and only 1 percent of homeowners did.
One would expect adults to sort themselves into neighbourhoods that they approve of, as long as they have a choice, which can explain the relative scarcity of poor neighbourhood ratings, particularly for homeowners in relation to renters, and for nonassisted renters in relation to assisted renters. The premise for estimating neighbourhood quality impacts is the hypothesis that neighbourhood disadvantage negatively affects child development.
Our choice of this variable for estimating the impact of neighbourhoods is in contrast with that of Boyle and Lipman (2002), and others. Boyle and
Lipman (and others) use a hierarchical modelling approach, which treats neighbourhood impacts on a different level than family or individual impactswe do not. Boyle and Lipman's measure of neighbourhood quality is centred on average family characteristics (income, income source, education, employment) in the neighbourhood and thus the same measure would apply to all children in the same neighbourhood. Our neighbourhood quality variable is based on subjective individual parental assessment. We chose this variable because it uses important information directly available in the NLSCY data and is available at low cost. Further, it could be argued that a parental assessment of neighbourhood quality includes more information than average neighbourhood socio-economic characteristics (i.e., includes information regarding the degree to which drugs and street prostitution are an issue), albeit possibly less objective or consistent information. A low-income person may not necessarily judge his or her neighbourhood poorly if the neighbourhood consists largely of other low-income individuals, but does not suffer from a lot of street crime. Our measure likely also embodies peer effects: parents who correctly disapprove of their children's friends will likely have a worse view of their neighbourhood. Table 7 shows coefficient estimates for the poor neighbourhood variable. Columns labelled "1" show the coefficients for "owned home" and "rental subsidy" when the poor neighbourhood variable is excluded from the estimating equations, and columns labelled "2" show the coefficients for "owned home" and "rental subsidy" along with the coefficients for "poor neighbourhood" when the poor neighbourhood variable is included in the estimating equation.
The results indicate that adding the poor neighbourhood quality variable has little or no impact on home ownership and subsidy coefficients, except perhaps for the indirect aggression score, where the changes are more marked but do not alter conclusions regarding the significance of home-ownership or subsidy impacts.
The results, however, indicate that parental assessment of neighbourhood quality predicts poorer reading scores, and poorer hyperactivity, indirect aggression, and emotional disorder scores for girls. Most coefficient estimates for girls are relatively large and suggest negative impacts of poor neighbourhoods, but many large coefficients are not statistically significant, presumably because so few parents rate their neighbourhoods as poor. The largest negative impact is for girls' indirect aggression scores at more than half of a standard deviation. The relative consistency of negative poor neighbourhood impacts, particularly for girls, and the small number of observations with poor neighbourhood ratings, suggest that the parental assessment of poor neighbourhood is a valuable indicator. GEE Summary and Discussion GEE estimates indicate that home ownership predicts marginally better reading scores after a full set of controls is included, and that in the full sample math scores are worse when major repairs are required and better when length of residence is longer, but not in the subsample of eligible renters. Housing subsidies and under-housing do not have Boyle includes a number of controls, including length of residency, but does not include housing quality controls or family dysfunction, depression, and parenting controls. As Table 2 Under-housing predicts better hyperactivity and conduct disorder scores for boys, and this effect is larger in the eligible-for-subsidy subsample. As mentioned above, it may be that these less advantaged boys benefit from greater supervision by siblings and parents in a more crowded home.
Increased length of residence is better for boys, but not for girls, at least in the full sample. More generally, boys are more likely to be adversely affected by moves than girls. This may be because boys find it more difficult to build new social relationships after moving than girls do. On the other hand, boys are less negatively affected by poor neighbourhoods than girls. These findings suggest that perhaps boys live a more sheltered, less sociallycentred life than girls, and that for them, residential stability is more important than living in a good neighbourhood. Boys may also exercise more discrimination than girls in selecting new friends, perhaps because they have fewer needs for social relationships, or because they receive less encouragement to form social relationships. Further, girls may also be or feel more vulnerable in poor neighbourhoods than boys. It may be better to leave a boy in a marginal neighbourhood than to move him, but better to move a girl from a marginal neighbourhood to a good one. While the GEE analysis may suffer from similar problems usually identified for observational studies, namely that the measured effects are biased due to unobserved heterogeneity, as discussed above, the results are remarkably consistent with those found in the MTO experiment. Nevertheless, the next section discusses estimates that control for selection bias.
Selection Bias Results
We estimated endogenous treatment models with a full set of controls.22 These models were estimated for a subset of the observations where information on variables thought to affect the probability that a child lives in owner-occupied housing or in subsidized housing but not child outcomes directly, was available. The instrument for estimates of homeownership impacts was constructed using an index of housing affordability and the unemployment rate. For rental subsidy impacts, the instrument was constructed using the incidence of rental subsidy in the area. Rental subsidy incidence was estimated using the 1998 Survey of Household Spending. An estimate was generated by province and large urban, smaller urban, and rural status variables. For some of the provinces, only two urban/rural categories were available, yielding 29 different estimates. As expected, the variable is a strong predictor for the probability that a child lives in household receiving rental assistance.
Out of 20 endogenous treatment equations, only three resulted in a rejection of the null hypothesis that housing status (home ownership or rental subsidy) is exogenous, casting doubts on that possibility. All three were home-ownership equations. In the first, the effect of home ownership on boys' hyperactivity went from zero in a GEE model for the comparable subsample of observations to 0.23 with a z-statistic of 1.56. In the second, the effect of home ownership on girls' conduct disorder went from -0.09 (-1.43) to 0.08 (0.81) . In the third, the effect of home ownership on boys' emotional disorder went from 0.05 (0.82) to 0.43 (4.17). Therefore, only in the latter case did the endogenous treatment model change the conclusion regarding home-ownership effects. In all equations where exogeneity was rejected, the findings indicated that unobserved heterogeneity would tend to overestimate the positive impact of home ownership, as expected.23
One of the reasons why our instrumental variable models may have resulted in accepting the null hypothesis of no unobserved effects is that we include measures of parental depression and family functioning in our models. These measures may well capture the kind of unobserved heterogeneity that is likely to affect estimates.
CONCLUSION
In this paper, we use data from the NLSCY to examine whether and why living in subsidized or owner-occupied housing might improve children's development outcomes. Child outcomes include results for math and reading tests administered to children in grades 2 and higher, and behavioural and emotional scores tallied from ordinal responses on a series of questions about the respondent parent's assessment of the child's behaviour.
The results suggest that home ownership has a positive impact on reading scores even after controlling for housing characteristics associated with home ownership. Math scores are worse when major repairs are required and better when length of Housing, Neighbourhoods and Development Outcomes of Children in Canada 295 residence is longer, but not for the subset of children of low-income renters. For children of low-income renters, no impacts were found for assisted housing or for housing-related variables on cognitive scores, although a poor neighbourhood predicted lower reading scores.
Small direct benefits of home ownership were found for girls' behavioural scores, but not for boys. On the other hand, larger direct benefits of assisted housing were found for sons of low-income renters, but not for their daughters, who score worse on the emotional disorder score than their counterparts not in assisted housing. Quality of the home in terms of its state of disrepair predicts worse behavioural outcomes, especially for daughters of low-income renters. Residential stability is significant and important for boys but not for girls, and although not statistically significant, coefficients for daughters of low-income renters are large and suggest positive impacts. Under-housing predicts better hyperactivity and conduct disorder scores for boys and little else. Girls' behaviour is adversely affected by poor neighbourhoods, but not that of boys.
The findings of this research indicate that "direct" housing-type impacts are limited, although indirect impacts may be important. In particular, if home ownership or assisted housing result in fewer homes requiring major repairs, then either of these options may improve child outcomes. Further, residential stability, which is also greater for children of home owners, is particularly important for boys' behaviour, but may also be important for girls. Finally, while boys benefit from assisted housing, girls do not, and girls are adversely affected by poor neighbourhoods. Findings were consistent with those of the Moving to Opportunity experiment in the US, where poor households in assisted housing projects were given the opportunity to move to better neighbourhoods through the use of housing vouchers. Boys in households who moved fared worse than their counterparts who remained in the projects, while girls who moved fared better than their counterparts who remained in the projects.
Findings in this research suggest that housing policy that benefits children should focus on encouraging the repair or replacement of marginal housing stocks, on promoting housing stability, and on providing assisted households with higher quality neighbourhood alternatives, by either locating social housing projects in better neighbourhoods or by providing assisted households with vouchers that allow them to rent in good neighbourhoods. Although not particularly suitable for households that have not yet established employment and community roots, home ownership decreases mobility, and is likely to result in a lower risk of disrepair, so that low-income families who are established in a community would likely benefit from programs that assisted them in purchasing a home. Similarly, social housing provides both of these advantages, but on a lower scale, and can be used to assist lowincome families. Conversely, social housing is thought by a significant proportion of its beneficiaries to be situated in poor quality neighbourhoods, which is likely to offset its benefits, especially for families with girls. Consequently, social housing policy needs to be formulated and planned in such a way that vulnerable families and children are not further challenged by having to live in poor neighbourhoods or by having to move out of their home because the neighbourhood in which their project or rental is located is unacceptable. 6We focus on this group because we expect that housing may have less of an impact on younger children who may be more oblivious to housing and the neighbourhood. 7"Under-housed" is defined in the Appendix.
NOTES
SWe also find positive impacts on family outcomes such as depression and family functioning, but these results are not reported here.
9There are very few 16-year-old children in the study.
'"Counts and sample proportions are not weighted, but means of explanatory variables are. Counts and sample proportions apply to explanatory variables, except for parenting variables. Data on dependent and parenting variables is not collected for all age groups, and therefore the weighted means for those variables are for the smaller number of observations for whom the data was collected.
Controls are also included for province of residence and urban/rural categories in the estimating equations.
" Table 2 
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22The model is estimated using "treatreg" in Stata (Maddala 1983; StataCorp 2005) 23The null hypothesis of exogeneity would be rejected if the disturbance for the equation that determines child outcomes is correlated with the disturbance that determines whether a child lives in owner-occupied or assisted housing.
